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October 16, 1996

Regina Keen~y

FCC, Chief-COmmon Carrier Bureau
1919M Street, N.W.
Room 500
Washington, D.C. 20554

CCDocket No. 96-128

In the matter of:

Dear Ms. Keeney:

l.mplementatiQn of th~ Pay Telepoon~ Reclassification and
Compensation Provisions of t"'e Terecommunicatkms A'Ct of 1996.

Th~ SON UsersAssociation hereby reS'ponds to the Com~sion's.proposed ruling on
Payph6neCornpensation. We filed comm~ots on June" 2.8 during the open comment
period preparatory to the creation ofth~ proposed rule. .

Th& SON. Users Association 'represel1tsmore than 500··business customers of AT&T's
S~ftware Defined ~etwork serYice..Our members represent all sectors. of the economy
ana all regions of the country, with many rnulti-stateand n'\ulti-nationarenterprises.
Each company or/institution isa sophisticated consumer of telecommunications
sef\lices.We haveGhosento~comment a secOnd time on this issue be<;auselhe rules
implemented to provide compensation to payphone service providers will have an
impact on 'all our members.

.We stated in our previous cOlnment tha~ we support the requirement for compensation
to payphoheowners, and we support a consistent natiOnal policy to achieve such
compensation.

lothat end we agreewith the Commission's ndingthatpayphones .shpuld be treated as"
CPE, and that a national compensation rate be developed and implemented. However,"
in reviewing the proposed rules we are concerfled that the method of colfection, relying
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on theln~rexchange Carriers, is,excessively complex re~uiringsignif~nt
ennan¢ements 10 e~sting.ctiarging and ,routing me~haniSmswhich w~IJ provlde'small
benefifin~any ot~rareas.of service., We further J)elleve that thj$"solution, emb~qding
tf\epayphQn6use:charge irtthe~otal cilll cost GPnected by th&JXC; effectiv~ly rides the
charge,. arid makes the IXC ac»lIetror for a charge they do not,control. This is an
unne~Ssary burden.

" ,

Thetefore,we;$uggest thatpayphoriepompensation be Is~en as: a simple t~ns8oti.~n .
between the customer andfue user wIth the cost;to be collected by the phone, prOVider'
at the pOint of use. White thts would aff,e6t the customerperception of anJ~00I888 call
being a 'freer calf, itwou.ldalleviate tbe administratjveComple~ityof lXC's having to
track payphone caJls,backto Ptl0ne owners/and the inevitabJe,bliZzstdof sm~ltcbecks
costing more/to generate,that they are worth. We firmly betievethatthls proposat
places the, iss\je ofcomp~nsation at the~int Qf service, ,arid at the ()ointwhere the cost
is incurred. Thlswould·enabJe theFCC toitnplement'a lfmarket rate"conceptfor
payphcmes; as discussed in the Commissjon'sorder..A person using, a payphon$
should nott!>einsulatedfrom the reality that there are~o!?ts 'of proViding the phone.
However, provi~ions mus.t be made that will ensure that911lemergencyGatls~can be
completed without a per-call ~h~uge. .

Weare also concerned that rollingthe payphorie use thargelJpto theIXC's'maY.have
the effect of ir1creasingrates fora1l800/888 users,even'for those who draw no
particular benefit. This'wouldhot s~em to realize a primary valut3 of fatrness that cost
be paid by those Who incur the benefit. ."

We suspectthat a ruling moving in the direction we aresuggesling ~ould. by settling
casts at t~epOint of tnetr~nsaction, inspire further competitive activity affecting this
co~teither lowering it~or recovering it in other ways.

We are very irrterested'iri thIS issue and wouid.be pleased to make qurselves available
to discuss Our views at greateflength with the Commission at theircoovenience'.

Sincerely,

~·~.K~·
ReginaJif Bernard


